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Abstract: Grassland degradation presents a serious threat to Chinese ecological security and sustainable
development. As the direct decision-makers in grassland management, herders’ perception of grassland restoration is
crucial to the ecological recovery of degraded grasslands. This study employs the binary Probit model and multi-
angle heterogeneity analysis to analyze the impact on herders’ perception of grassland restoration, of various factors
under the five dimensions of livelihood capital. The findings indicate that in terms of natural capital, for every
additional 666.67 ha of grassland operated by herders, the probability of their having a positive perception of the
grassland restoration status decreases by 1.5%. Regarding material capital, for every increase of 100 sheep units in

the number of livestock raised by herders, their perception of grassland restoration status declines by 1.4%. With
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respect to financial capital, for every additional 10000 CNY of ecological compensation and rewards received by
herders, their perception of grassland restoration rises by 3. 8%. With respect to social capital, for every one-unit
increase in the degree of mutual influence among herders, their perception of grassland restoration increases by
2.0%. Furthermore, for every one-unit increase in herders’ environmental awareness, their perception of grassland
restoration increases by 3.2%. There are differences in herders’ perception of grassland restoration between the
northern and southern slopes of the Qilian Mountains, the effect of the ecological compensation policy is more
significant in the northern slope area, while the number of laborers and environmental awareness of herders in the
southern slope area have a more positive effect on their perception of grassland restoration. The design of relevant
policies should take into account the role and the different influences of various dimensions of livelihood capital on
herders’ perception of grassland restoration.

Key words: livelihood capital; degraded grassland restoration; herders’ perception; Qilian Mountains region;

Probit model
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Table 1 Source statistics of the survey questionnaires

Hh FEA L BT S B B REALL o kb
Prov-  Sample county Surveyed township Number of valid Proportion
ince samples (No. ) (%)
Hom 7N 4 Sunan ELIRAR R SR K £ Huangcheng township, Kangle township, Dahe township 131 16. 82
Gansu 2 Subei SRS RS £ A I £ Dangchengwan township, Yanchiwan township, Shibaocheng 74 9.50
township
Bi] 5 9E Akesal B FoiE & BT & BT 4H £ Akeqi township, Aleteng township, Aina township 79 10. 14
KA Tianzhu SR LR A T4 P 1L B4 Tanshanling township, Shimen township, Songshan township, etc 93 11. 94
i I"JJ% Menyuan ik & FREMES RIS % Xianmi township, Sujitan township, Huangcheng township, etc 87 11.17
Qinghai 4k 4% Qilian REEL BT £ kBT Mole township, Arou township, Ebao township 102 13.09
K& Tianjun R A% & PRI £ %5 Xinyuan township, Shengge township, Kuaierma township, etc 105 13.48
Rl BHE S KA PIE 7% Xuji township, Huaitoutala township, Gahai township, etc 108 13.86
Delingha City
Gt 8RG) 35 % 41 35 townships 779 100. 00

Total 8 Countries (city)
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Table 2 Variable definition and descriptive statistics

A 7 A A ¥l P 22
Variable name Variable description Mean  Standard deviation
il fift B¢ 745 B Dependent variable
A ZK Kk 52 )8 A Perceived recovery of own FE AR R R 3~5 A, 1=K, 0=ARLEeH L% Con-  0.11 0.31
grassland sidering the household’s own grassland , how has the grassland changed
in the past 3—5 years. 1=recovered, O0=unchanged or deteriorated
2 PR PR B Perceived recovery of town- JE SR Bl 3~5AE Ak, 1=W & ,0=A2A 042 Con-  0.11 0.32
ship grassland sidering the township’s grassland, how has the grassland changed in the
past 3—5 years. 1=recovered, O=unchanged or deteriorated
1% 0 fif B S H: Core independent variable
N J1% A & Human capital factor
57 1 /3% Number of laborers FEE55 8} J1 () The number of household laborers (No. ) 2.96 1.14
58 )1V K2 B R Average education level 1=/ J AN s 2=H] ;3= 2 L) | 1=primary school and be- 1.87 0.70
of laborers low; 2=junior high school; 3=senior high school and above
1 #R %% A< [ 2% Natural capital factor
LT B Grassland area S 4 R g TR = R A T RR - AT B — %% TR AR Actual man- 1.76 3.74
aged grassland area=-contracted area-transferred-in area— transferred
out area (666. 67 hm?)
T4 i it Grassland quality 1=24;2=—;3=4f 1=poor; 2=average; 3=good 2.05 0.73
¥ 5 % A% [ 2% Physical capital factor
% & KU Number of livestock AERF E AR Year-end livestock inventory (100 sheep unit) 5.20 5.25
22 38 HLAK L Number of transportation machinery & Units 1.36 1.55
4% A [N & Financial capital factor
FKBE 2 E A Household operating income B HORA A HAB 2 E WA Livestock income and other operating in- 13.70 15.19
come (10000 CNY)
RN A Ecological compensation and incen- 3 Ji AE & AR 47 4 Bl 2 il Grassland ecological protection subsidy (10000 3.01 4.33
tive income CNY)
¥ Loan 1=J&;0=7 1=yes; 0=no 0.53 0.50
& A E Social capital factor
W P R S R AR BE Degree of mutual influence 1=4FH 55;2=59 ;3= ;4=18 ; 5=F W & 1=very weak; 2= 2.65 1.19
among herders weak; 3=average; 4=strong; 5=very strong
5 B U FE S Distance from home to county gov- 5 B HUR 1 95 BRFE B8 Actual distance from your home to the coun- 0.63 0.92
ernment ty government (100 km)
¥R5E R Environmental awareness RO BN ESAE R REG? 1=3E% 55 ;2=5;3=—fft ;4= 4.14 0.99
it 3 5=E & 5% You concern about the ecological environment quality
around you? l=very weak; 2=weak; 3=average; 4=strong; 5=
very strong
J1 E A4 NFEE Household head s personal charac-
teristics
13 Gender 1=%;0=% 1=male; O=female 0.91 0.29
AR Age J A 9L PRAE R Actual age of the household head (yr) 52.74 10. 87
Z#H #E Education level 1=/NER LI ;2=H1 ;3= Je L I 1=primary school and be- 1.54 0.75
low; 2=junior high school; 3=senior high school and above
i KA Chinese proficiency =A%y 2= HEEWT 1 ; 3= A A A & B E s 4= AR 4.06 1.16

SAE 5= T i HLilg 5 1=cannot speak; 2=only can under-
stand ; 3=simple communication but cannot write ; 4=proficient com-

munication but cannot write ; 5=proficient in understanding and writing
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2% Continued Table

B3 & A IR ¥l P ifie 22

Variable name Variable description Mean  Standard deviation
/D % Ethnic minority 1=4;0=7 1=yes; 0=no 0.84 0.37
K38 Village cadre 1=J&;0=15 1=yes; 0O=no 0.10 0.30

B B 7E 1 County-level dummy variable

7 - Sunan county i H=1; H A X =0 Sunan county =1; Other regions=0 0.17 0.37
i At £ Subei county b =1; HAbHf X =0 Subei county =1; Other regions=0 0.09 0.29
fn] 57 %€ EL Akesai county Fi] 57 € HL=1; Hfth 31 [X =0 Akesai county =1; Other regions=0 0.10 0.30
KL EL Tianzhu county KE=1; HAbH X =0 Tianzhu county =1; Other regions=0 0.12 0.32
[TY8 &L Menyuan county TR B =1; HAtl b [X =0 Menyuan county =13 Other regions=0 0.11 0.32
A% £ Qilian county A% E=1; HAb il X =0 Qilian county =13 Other regions=0 0.13 0.34
K B Tianjun county Kl B=1; HAlh 41X =0 Tianjun county =1; Other regions=0 0.13 0.34
84051 Delingha city AT =1; HAi#s1X =0 Delingha city=1; Other regions=0 0.14 0.35

ATl = Bk 27 1) B0 37 4 BRI A B R, JE R A R0 ) 37 R AL B 5, 0 BRSO R 2 I s 0 — T T
O AT B DR A 1A A R B e g i AT 1) I K A i, LA ARAS S 2 A 2 B WA o SR, ok R T P 2 R
YAV, B R ) T B LR A MR, T ) 37 R A, 2 R B SR S B AR S 3) A B
PEA B ZOR A, 5K B B X B R S I AE 1026 KCF B O IR 5E 5% A B0 BN 100 SF AL BT I B
PR AR 1. 400, K& B 22 B BB R 80K 13 R0 Y 508 B il %037 (9 & SR 80 [
T 2O 2 T BORE aR A R AR O X R KA A 0, D O AT T RN R g B 22 TR AR B IR IR
Bo NGB ARNZORE , A BH WA REZ WL BN R 1 100 K b B35 O R4 A 280 R 58 4
BN 17700, R IR B 5 3. 806, 3k AR W A A AN A B 3 o o SR AL T ELRE A 2R B SR AT A AT B
Vo T 0 T R AT 3 ARG 7 B e g, BE TN O W A A AR KA B X M R B SR A B T80 A PR
Gy A SRS [l ORAF B o A AT A 77 A 3 A AR DG S8 o TR 52 17 R T A 2 5 O F AR 3 L 4 IX RT3 2
PR R S 5) k2 BEAR R ZOR A, O IR AH LS W R X e 3 W O TR R B S W AE 500 K B L 3E L O )
A EL R e R R 1B RS R S R R 2. 006, o 22 8] R LS R R BE Ak P R AR O AR B &
BT AT AT, B AT DA 2] B T AT AL RS A BREOR R iR AT A R 7 KA B ORISR s 4R v
WG o RIS PR TRAE 500 K P 5 I [ B WA RS S SR o BR T R N 1 B, R A
R 3. 200, BRI R R T o i ol B R B T s b 2 o) B A S U A9 A R AR R AR AL PR A L A
117 8 YR Ay 3t U3 RS R O AR S A 4 DR BRI R A OB A L AL BRI B B AT S BE A R0
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BRI AN 666. 67 hn®, F 375 Pk S I8 R0 A ABE 3 [ K 0. 800 5 W T W8 AR wh 5 3 it o B S R A2 SRR 506 K F 1 2 35
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BOAAE 100 KF B3 WO A 2 b U AR 3S 0 15 T8, B 7 VK 2 RO B A 30 i i 4. 806 s A AR I R v
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Table 3 Regression results of the Probit model for herders’ grassland restoration perception
R PR FI 5% B 3 T I 2 FHR IO IR
Variable name Perceived recovery of own grassland Perceived recovery of township grassland
B PrufEi PRV bR FHC O ARMED BRI bR
Coefficient Standard ~ Marginal ~ Standard Coefficient Standard ~ Marginal ~ Standard
error effect error error effect error
10 A5 Bt Core independent variable
AN J1 AR & Human capital factor
55 8l 71 %4k Number of laborers 0.038 0.067 0. 006 0.010 0. 066 0.064 0.011 0.011
55 8 11V )% H 5 HE Average education level of laborers  —0. 127 0.119  —0.020 0.018 —0.129  0.114 —0.022 0.019
H 48 % AR [F % Natural capital factor
FZ Y Grassland area —0.100%%+ 0.037 —0.015* 0.006 —0.051* 0.025 —0.008%* 0. 004
#1357 i it Grassland quality 0.112 0.095 0.017 0.015  0.125  0.091 0.021 0.015
W) 5 %2 AR Z Physical capital factor
% % #Uh Number of livestock —0.093*  0.050 —0.014*  0.008 —0.099** 0.048 —0.017**  0.008
22 IE ML EL #: Number of transportation machinery 0.071 0.048 0.011 0.007 0.064 0.045 0.011 0.007
4l %2 A 1 2 Financial capital factor
K RE 2 E WA Household operating income —0.016 0.034 —0.003 0.005 —0.030 0.031  —0.005 0.005
A B AN Ecological compensation and incentive income 0.243%% 0,087 0.038%*+ 0.013  0.285% 0.086 0.048%% 0.014
HEHK Loan 0.037 0.147 0.006 0.023 —0.052 0.140  —0.009 0.023
1 4BE AR # Social capital factor
PP R L M 2 Degree of mutual influence among herders 0.130%*  0.057 0.020%*  0.009 0.105%  0.055 0.018* 0.009
5 JLBURF BE % Distance from home to county government 0.038 0.079 0. 006 0.012 0. 065 0.075 0.011 0.013
155 %1% Environmental awareness 0. 206%* 0.083 0. 032 0.013 0.199*x 0.078 0. 033 0.013
J1 E A NFRAE Household head s personal characteristics
51 Gender —0.146 0.237  —0.023 0.037 —0.031 0.232  —0.005 0.039
A Age —0.008 0.007  —0.001 0.001 —0.007 0.007  —0.001 0.001
2 HH I Education level —0.058 0.126  —0.009 0.019 —0.039  0.120 —0.007 0. 020
I iE 7K Chinese proficiency —0.046 0.072  —0.007 0.011 —0.026 0.070  —0.004 0.012
/DR R % Ethnic minority —0. 350% 0.196  —0.054* 0.030 —0.151 0.193  —0.025 0.032
T8 Village cadre 0.189 0.236 0.029 0.037 0.027 0.233 0.005 0.039
B AR 4 County-level dummy variable, DL 6 & iy JE#E Baseline=Sunan
At B Subei county 0.109 0.339 0.022 0.069 0.118 0.312 0.023 0.062
B e, 9 £ Akesai county —1.005%%  0.447 —0.110%* 0.038 —0.602%  0.350 —0.079% 0.041
KA B Tianzhu county —0. 246 0.273 —0.041 0.045 —0.257 0.291 —0.041 0.045
I"TU & Menyuan county —0.311 0.405 —0.050 0.060 0.147 0.379 0.029 0.077
A% £ Qilian county —0.279 0.315 —0.046 0.051 —0.172 0.308 —0.029 0.051
K& B Tianjun county —0.053 0.296 —0.010 0.054 —0.046 0.294  —0.008 0.052
18415 17 Delingha city —0.173 0.297 —0.030 0.051 0.045 0.281 0.008 0.052
BT 45 B Model fitting statistics
h R* Pseudo R* 0.159 0.128
FEAR & Sample size 779 779
TE o x ol 3 B IR TE 100 .50 A 106 KF b 3 s s BRston A HEAS 2. RS

Note: *, **, and *** represent the significance level at 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively; the marginal effect is the average value of the sample. The

same below.
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Table 4 Robustness test results: marginal effect of grassland restoration perception estimation

AR R

Variable name

TREA [

Subsample regression

4 B Jr [l

Tail-shrinking regression

W 5 [

Truncated regression

EEE 7 Z Y AXREY %Y AREY Y
One’s own Township One’sown  Township One’sown  Township
grassland grassland grassland grassland grassland grassland
%00 i B A8 Bt Core independent variable
A J7% A % Human capital factor
57 3l J3 it Number of laborers 0. 002 0.011 0.007 0.013 0.005 0.012
(0.012) (0.012) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011) (0.012)
57 8l J1 ¥ 52 #UBE FEJE Average education level of laborers —0. 001 —0.013 —0.019 —0.020 —0.024 —0.023
(0.021) (0.021) (0.018) (0.019) (0.020) (0.020)
A 4% % A A % Natural capital factor
%37 [ F Grassland area —0.025%%%  —0.020%%  —0.016%%x —0.010%* —0.014%*x  —0.0l4xxx
(0.010) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006)
i3 i B Grassland quality 0.001 0.016 0.018 0.021 0.023 0.025
(0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016)
H) i % A [ % Physical capital factor
Z 7 HUi Number of livestock —0.014* —0.015% —0.014%  —0.016%  —0.014*  —0.014*
(0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
28 38 ML AL Number of transportation machinery 0.012 0.013 0.014 0.011 0.015 0.011
(0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010)
4@l A &K Financial capital factor
FRE 2 E A Household operating income 0.005 0.003 —0.003 —0.005 —0.003 —0.005
(0.006) (0.006) (0. 005) (0.005) (0. 005) (0.005)
A UL A Ecological compensation and incentive income 0. 037k 0. 037%x* 0. 034%* 0.039%**  (0.030%* 0. 039
(0.014) (0.015) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.015)
$¥3K Loan 0.023 0.013 0. 005 —0.010 0.011 —0.011
(0.025) (0.025) (0.023) (0.023) (0.024) (0.025)
£ B AR 2 Social capital factor
P AH B 52 R A2 JE Degree of mutual influence among herders 0.012 0.008 0. 021 0.019%* 0.016% 0.017%*
(0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
5 B UM B Distance from home to county government 0.015 0.019 0.007 0.012 0.016 0.020
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.015)
155 81 Environmental awareness 0. 034%* 0.032%x 0. 033%* 0.035%#k% (., 037*k* 0. 033%*
(0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014)
4l 28 Controls variable J& Yes J&Yes J&Yes
TR 4 B Model fitting statistics
5 K 45 R A Prob>>chi? <<0.001 <<0.001 <0.001 <0.001  <<0.001 <20.001
th R? Pseudo R* 0.176 0.184 0.156 0.121 0.142 0.131
FEAHE Sample size 610 610 779 779 720 720

VR H6 5 v g X L A A o 15

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table 5 Marginal effect of grassland restoration perception for herders in the northern and southern foothills of Qilian

Mountains
AF AR A% AL CH) A 3% LR R (1)
Variable name The northern foot of the Qilian Southern foot of the Qilian
Mountains (Gansu) Mountains (Qinghai)

ARy bRiERR SHEY bRl AKGY ARMER SEEY bR

One’sown Standard Township Standard One’sown Standard Township Standard

grassland error  grassland error grassland error grassland error
%00 i #2725 5 Core independent variable
N 3% I 2 Human capital factor
95 801 714t Number of laborers —0.011 0.017  0.001  0.018 0.022*  0.013 0.027+  0.014

55 8 1 - R HE FEE Average education level of laborers — —0. 029 0.029 —0.027 0.029 —0.025 0.024  —0.022 0.024

A 48 ¢ A [H % Natural capital factor

1511 B Grassland area —0.017#* 0.007 —0.010%+ 0.005 —0.012 0.012  —0.006 0.009
%3 [ Grassland quality 0.011 0.021 0.025 0.022 0.028 0.021 0.017 0.021

) J5 % A< R & Physical capital factor

% & #Uh Number of livestock —0.023 0.018 —0.011  0.018 —0.013 0.008 —0.018*  0.008
328 ML i Number of transportation machinery 0.025%c 0.009  0.022%* 0.009 —0.032 0.021  —0.030 0.019
4Bl AR [N # Financial capital factor

&

FEE 2B WA Household operating income —0.012 0.011  —0.017 0.012  —0.003 0.006  —0.005 0.006

~

He B AN Ecological compensation and incentive income 0.059%x 0.022 0.049** 0.023 0.021%* 0.012 0.051%%¢ 0.018

T
].

(¥ Loan —0.012 0.036 —0.058 0.036 0.013 0.028 0.018 0.029
& YA &K Social capital factor

O A S W FE BE Degree of mutual influence among herders 0. 024%  0.013 0.001 0.013 0.026%*  0.013 0.042%%% 0,014

5 BLIF I 85 Distance from home to county government 0.006 0.014 0.010 0.014 0.039 0.036 0.003 0. 040
M8 % 1R Environmental awareness 0.020 0.016 0.020 0.016 0.042% 0.024 0. 057** 0.025
211742 & Controls variables J& Yes J& Yes J& Yes J& Yes

FERI 4 B Model fitting statistics

7 K B AME R (E Prob>>chi” <20.001 0.001 0.007 0.001
th R*Pseudo R* 0.225 0.160 0.177 0.184
FEAR Sample size 377 377 402 402

RS S 3 BRALN R — 0. 012(P<<0. 05) , % £ 4H FLI7 40K 52 S Y 320 PR AL A — 0. 009(P<<0. 05) . X K17
TETFROGE /I T ARURE 37 28 5 R0 1 & B R S R A DR VA T ) 52 ) (HLX KT FR R 3 6 7 0T T ORN S BRI R
S Y AEAE G 1) S0 o R 22 5 AT BE VR T /0N 16 AR R 0 B IO W A A BT SR RS A, LR T R 8 0 B 6
o BT 22 ) Az A5 RS 5 T R T AR R 0 0P T AT R T R sk DR of 1 A B B B, 5 SR A R Ak ) R Ry 58
H 3 I A IR B R A S 3) W B A R 2R v, 5 AL A R X /N AR R 2B O Y A R S LR K

STV I i) 5 W) (E X A T AR 28 T 3 O AR R S 8 L 3k 3 T 5 ML B0 A 3 T BE A B TN i B

25 O T A i A T T R A R 3 K A R 5 T T T AR R b 2 O L A B AT R T A
5 A IBORT I 1) s /D R R S A B R i, S8 E AL A VR AR XA BR o 4) ARl A op AR S AN R AR AN
[F] 554 22 8 1 RV B R & B RE S K B TR 3 A 3 O TR RS R A S RN S R O AR AL T 4 B B
A7 B i SR R S K R . R T B B A 28 O R T AR R AR A R R A R R G R A K U
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Table 6 Marginal effect of grassland restoration perception among herders of different livestock scales

AR A4 PR /NHLBE SR B RMBEFRAH
Variable name Small-scale breeding group Big-scale breeding group
(<2400 sheep units) (=400 sheep units)

A&y Wil S8y fRifER AKEY iR SERY iR

One’sown Standard Township Standard One’sown Standard Township Standard

grassland error grassland error grassland error grassland error
10 i B 75 it Core independent variable
N 1A 2 Human capital factor
95 801 718k Number of laborers —0.012 0.016 0.011 0.016 0.013 0.015 0.009 0.016
95 80 J3 7 ¥ 52 U8 BRI Average education level of laborers 0.016 0.029  —0.022 0.031  —0.040 0.026  —0.029  0.027
A #8 9E A% K 2 Natural capital factor
R 1 X Grassland area —0. 022 0.012  —0.029%* 0.015 —0.012%* 0.007  —0.007 0.005
37 i 4k Grassland quality 0.023 0.022 0.027 0.023 0.019 0.021 0.020 0.022
) JiR % AR [H 2 Physical capital factor
Z 7 Hit Number of livestock —0.024%% 0.011  —0.028** 0.011 —0.044 0.038  —0.034  0.038

238 HLAK AL i Number of transportation machinery 0.029*%*  0.013 0.016 0.011  —0.002 0.011 0.008 0.010
4 Rl AR [F & Financial capital factor

K BE 2B WA Household operating income —0.006 0.009 —0.012 0.008 —0.002 0.007 —0.001 0.007
HE S AN Ecological compensation and incentive income 0.008 0.013 0.011 0.014 0.059***  0.020 0.086%** 0.023
F¥3K Loan —0.024 0.037  —0.048 0.037 0.022 0.031 0.012 0.033
#h & PR A & Social capital factor

WP A B i 2 B Degree of mutual influence among herders 0.006 0.013  —0.012 0.014 0.030%+  0.013 0.037+% (0.013

5 ELBUR 2 Distance from home to county government —0.009 0.016 0.001 0.017 0.026 0.018 0.025 0.018
¥ 35% = i1 Environmental awareness 0.040%*  0.020 0.037* 0.021 0.028 0.018 0.035**  0.018
¥4l 2% 4 Controls variables & Yes JE Yes JE Yes JE Yes

R4 JE Model fitting statistics

R 75 K o M 2 AE Prob>>chi® <<0.001 <<0.001 0.012 0.009
th R*Pseudo R* 0.263 0.219 0.159 0.152
FEAS 5 Sample size 338 338 409 409

RO THYE TS S B AR o 5) 4k 2 BEAC IR 38 oy, A0 AH CEL 52 0 A5 2 X /)N T AR 5537 22 8 0P B H KO S BRI L
ESESRTE SN AE A DN ERO PN 7EA= i Ol iUE A DR N UE SN AL E 7ESY = S5 ORI - S i i L Eea T
BT AV A 8 L2 36 R A, DA T 488 71 7 W S JRRHD 5 1T A i AR 3 2856 A0 T e SR T A B Y
TR RSB T 1T, DR T 450 i) 8y R L 582 M X G 3 R S R B A A B BRI SR 412 1 R 8 AR ) i AR e
G 28 0 SR MBCHE T 45 52 1) 0 3 4 B i, DA T P e 3 0 S TR 5 T R T B R 8 28 O IR RO 4R T
] RE S 2 b B R X 1 5K R A B TN 2 B 3 1 R AR B T A B
3 WIREBREW
3.1 itk

A8 32 Ly 3 DX [ G I DX A A A 5R  6F T I b 2 B e BT R O (. AN WIS DAAR I L X
Dokt G @ BT H A T A PO B S B A AR DL R AR T B A TR R X O K S R B R T
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Table 7 The marginal effect of grassland restoration perception among herders with different areas of grassland management

AR A PR AN S 2 B O KRR S 228
Variable name Small-scale grassland herders Big-scale grassland herders
(<<666. 67 hm?*) (=666.67 hm?)

A%y fRfER SEURY BRER S AKEY R SEURY ARifER

One’sown Standard Township Standard One’sown Standard Township Standard

grassland error grassland error grassland error grassland error
#% O i A5 B Core independent variable
AN J1 A # Human capital factor
5 811 714 i Number of laborers 0.003 0.013 0.014 0.012 0.015 0.018  —0.005 0.023
580 )1V 1452 2075 B Average education level of laborers — —0. 026 0.023 —0.035 0.023  —0.030 0.034 —0.018 0.038
[ 48 % AR [F % Natural capital factor
FLTHH Grassland area 0.032 0.081 0.173*x  0.072  —0.012*%*  0.005 —0.009**  0.004
B35 i it Grassland quality 0.016 0.018 0.013 0.018 0.031 0.030  0.063*  0.035
W5 92 AR B K Physical capital factor
% % B0 Number of livestock —0.012 0.010  —0.019%% 0.009 —0.021 0.014 —0.017 0.018
283 ML £ Number of transportation machinery 0.019*%* 0.009 0.021*%+  0.008 0. 008 0.015 —0.014 0.021
4 il % K [K & Financial capital factor
FBE 2B WA Household operating income —0.001 0.007  —0.005 0.006  —0.006 0. 007 0.001 0.010

H RN Ecological compensation and incentive income 0.023* 0.013 0.021* 0.012 0.090%**  0.035 0. 180*** 0. 040
3K Loan 0.016 0.028 —0.004 0.027 —0.011 0.037 0. 005 0.043

12 A & Social capital factor

PR L M R Degree of mutual influence among herders 0.028+*  0.011 0.026%*  0.011 0.009 0.015 0. 005 0.017
5 BB E B Distance from home to county government 0.001 0.015 0.014 0.014 0.024 0.032  —0.021 0.042
5§ 71 Environmental awareness 0.029%  0.016 0.032%  0.017 0.041¥  0.024  0.020 0.022
1l 22 4 Controls variables J& Yes J& Yes J& Yes J& Yes

FEARL 4 BE Model fitting statistics

Ry K B A F A Prob>> chi® <20. 001 <20.001 <20.001 <0. 001
th R*Pseudo R* 0.146 0.151 0.462 0. 396
FEA B Sample size 552 552 213 213

1) N T3 BEAR PR 22X T4 328 L s DX A0 e 3 K A2 D8R 9 R 7 A i 2 R T 5 SR BT A DR SR o e 3 T B 0
666. 67 hm”, i+ g H1E A 53 YK S B R A 1. 506 5 W o B A IR 3% b 5 7 MO 4 1 100 = JL 037, 50 Jg R
P 7K 52 BB AR ARG 1. 400 5 5 il 08 A A3 v A 2R SO B 38 0 19 8, 80 R A e 37 0k 52 1) BE R 4 v
3. 80 s A S BEA IR 3 P O R EL R W R R R e 1AL, R JRORIR b R K A I HE AR 1 2. 000, PR IR
B 1AL Hor BORB AR W BB R R R 3. 200

2) 82 L P AL RE O R SR TERIAN [ o A 285 A 2R SR A A AR L 2 i e 3 X 08 4 L i I R A0 JRRIR A
F RS Y B T 1) B2 W, A 25 2 B R A I T 1) 2 it 28 R e R e, RO R LS e R R TS 194 I 1 A T AE T
JCTEH DCRARAR Y o o R B 0 37 22 56 T AU AR T L A T A e 37 0K S S R A AN R PR R, A AL A R A 1
b 728 il XA A e 37 K A2 8 RO IR 3R 9 Bl 0 B RO A ) A B T TR AT 1L g R DX 7 K A B

3) N [R) 37 B KRS A0 P 45 37 0k 52 I8 R AR A [ T R e 3 2838 WP R g S IR ) S MR TR 3N [R] o DA/ N RIS SR B
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PS5 AT LA 3G SR O™ B BB B R S IR A R R A B RN B3 R SRR A A T T IR T R AR
SR AR TH T 22 T f A T ER AR R A R TR A B3 IR SRR AT DR ET AT R A AR A A R
3.2 BRI
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